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Politics of the Sovlet !
Energy Balance: | . |
‘Decisionmaking and
Production Strategies

vrct ]caders. wpecnally those closely in touch w ‘
the cconomy. have been awarc since wcll bJorc the| "

: scnous energy problcm than they were prcparcd
1 ublicly to acknowlcdgc Nevertheless, the year: 19%7
] ppcars to have rrpmcntcd a watershed in thcar : i'
napprcclahon of just how serious the problcm rcally 'E
By that time, the. mazmtude of the encrgy transporta-
: tfon problem caused by the rapidly increasing fuel |:
: ! ‘dcﬁcu in the Furopean USSR was becoming fully ‘

i apparent The immediate reasons for increased anxncty

mcludcd the deterioration of the ratio of oil reserves'to
producnon. the failure of geologists in West Siberia's
myumcn Oblast to meet the plan for increasing oil |
reserves, the inability to bnng on strcam the planncd
number of new small oilfields in Tyumen, shortfalls in
productlon in a considerable number of oldcr oil
-regions, and energy shortages throughout the ccon-
orny At the December 1917 Plenum of the Ccntml
dommlttcc. with Brezhnev's endorsement the Sovnct
$ | Icadership significantly altered the cnergy policy that

: s‘ | had underpinned the 10th Five-Year Plan (1976- 80)

r and accelerated dcvclopmont of oil and gas producuon

x Em Tyumcn Oblast.

i
i

1 R

| ,
i Thcrc has never existed whnt could propcrly be callcd a
i Lcomprchenswc and operalfve Sovict energy program,
1 Thcrc have been various studlcs. recommendations, |
! und forecasts; there have becn many rescarch und
L dcvclopment (R&D) projccts* and there have been |

; y ’camplla ions of one-year and five-year plan targets i

i thal have naturally lnvolvcd individual capital con-

i

¥ nstruclion projects with long leadtimes, But encrgy
productlon decisionmaking; :Has not been seriously
influenced by any carefully,claborated and stable |

Py 1

master plan.” Ncr have there existed operative long-

i l
| ;g! fterm, intcgrated programs | l'm attacking such key
o

cncrgy produruon problcmi as Tyumcn o:l dcvclop-

V

!

1.
o
i

estern oil crisis of 1973-74 that thcy had a far morc .

Coxfidential
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H . |
mcnt or Kansk-Achmsk coal dcvclopmcnt The proc-
ess of dr-cisionmaking with respect to these critical
producxion areas is far more ad hoc than is.customarily
assumed by either Soviet propagz!ndlsts or many
Western analysts P
Thc ccntcr of gravnty in cncrgy dfClslonmakmg over
‘the past decade has lain in the Council of Ministers —

_ State Planning Committee (Gosplan) sphere. There is
. no cvidence that the Politburo or the Central Commit-

tee Secretariat has routinely taken the initiative in
energy production policy matters. Premier Kosygin has
been the top official responsible for energy production.
Other key figures have included Council of Ministers
Deputy Chairmen Viadimir Novikov and Veniamin
Dymshits, who have exercised day-to-day supervision
of the energy production ministrics; Gosplan Chair-
man Nikolay Baybakov; and Chairman of the State
Committee for Science and Tcchnology Viadimir
Kirillin. Vladimir Dolgikh, the Central Committee
secretary responsible for heavy industry, has
monitored energy production along with many other
sectors of the economy which fall within his jurisdic-
tion from the party side. On'occasion the party -
Sccretariat docs intervene i energy production
policymaking, as it did most recently in December
1977. Fundamentally, howcfvrr. power in encrgy pro-
duction decisionmaking remains diffused among
various leaders and institutions; there is no point at
which all the strands of influence come together.

The economic and political system in which encrgy
production policymakers and administrators opcrate
compels them to be highly responsive to short-term
considerations at the expense of proclaimed long-term
objectives. Top-level policymakers and adviscrs tend to
hedge their bets and avoid ut\qunliﬁcd commitment to




‘jf}lmq.”' : i

i miy smglc policv proposal Thcy nre scnsxuvc o i

\ cd: rénts, of elite opinion and nvmd ovcraavocacy of

: posmon& that will isolaie them or cndangcr their

hurcnucrauc or political carcers. High- level cncrgy
dm:nlstmtors are concerned abovc all with cnsurmg

rqndmons that will make it possnblc to slightly

aovcrfull‘ Il the one-ycar targets for|wh|ch lhcy arc
rckponsnblc Consecquently, they tend to avmd any
cchnolo‘glcal innovation that thrcﬁtcns to sct back
immml plan fulfillment. | 1 ' ?

‘T‘op cnergy pollcymakers are cxlrcmcly dcpcndcm on

b nq(l’ormation and play a critical role in defin nmg the
‘options, Unbiased advice, howcvcr isa scarce A

Tdvncn ‘and speclalists, who prov:dc most of the basic -
i continue to risc, Sovict authoritics shifted in the carly

\
i
N
|

)
|
i
]
l
|
|

; mt-——pcrhaps even from Brezhnev. Optlon 3 has been

, favored in fecent years by Premicr Kosygin, all the top

! Academy of Sciences energy advisers, Gosplan Chair-

; man Baybakov, Chairman of the State Committce for
: Scncncc and Tcchnology Kirillin, some ministers, and -
‘ party and production leaders in Siberia's Krasnoyarsk -
: Kray. Option 4 has been entertained by some Academy

of Sciences figures and supported by certain specialists

; assocmtcd with the coal and clcctnc power industrics.

Thcrc has been much vacillation and indecision in
) cncrgy productlon policy. I'rom a faith that the share

ofoil and gas in the encrgy balance would gradually

i 19705 to the hope that a big leap in’ zas production

"Coknmbdny becausc most advnscrs and specialists have
" based strategy keyed to ail and gas jin the present, coal
. in the middlc term, and nuclear power in the longer

. term was approved as the party ling, but by late 1977

. policy had changed to embrace a narrower, all-out’
campaign simply to develop oil and gas production in

: Tyumen Oblast over the next decade. And cven the

i .
il

,v; .ted mtcrcsts defined by the msmutlom ‘research

o fgrograms. and carecr systems wuh whxch thcy are

|H i

sociated.

!

Pl [ !

o‘l'lcy dlcnsmm on energy producuon customanly
‘gr}ergc l',rom a labyrinth of burcaucratlc and personal
?cgoua!.an. in which committee discussion and formal |
ntérorgdmmuonnl coordination piny an |mporumt
olc ! Wuhm tlie limits set by circumstances that .
! éa nnot bc ignored, policy is more a rcsultant of the play
iof & ratlo‘nal appraisal of the objcctwc situation. On the
Elwﬂolc. the system tends to respond slowly to new
icoh dllions Although campaigns t0'meet changing
ud.monﬁ arc often mounlcd mcrcmcntahsm‘ isa
;Tc‘c‘bly| ﬂgramcd pnnmplc ‘of cncrgy planmng. 1i1
D rmz‘the past dccade Soviet ncrgy pohcymakcrs
fidnh adwicrs hnve discuss~d a range of responses to the
’;ﬁrbwmg energy problem. ‘The spectrum of options
1

g 1

3

Inroduction, to'(2) sharply ransmg the share of gas in

lhé cncr&y balance, to (3) xtabmzmg and then i

gradunlli: decrcasing the share of hydrocarbons, simul-

ltancously increasing the share of coal and nuclear

‘ po\vcr.' 14 (4) going all out for coal. ‘The preferences of
Ilcymdkcrs and adviscrs have to some extent shifted

wnh the &)assagc of time. Options 1'and 2 have always

bcrﬁ supported by a cluster of party and production

ﬁét‘ﬁcmls with a carcer interest in Tyumen Oblast;

: backcd up by some Siberian scientists. It is possible

-|

§‘hvcr the years from the Central Co[mruuce Sccrcta r-

i
.on :

'mdrréd runs from (1) sxmply increasing oil and gas |

; th lhcsc officials have received some cncouragement

f lnsmutxonal and personal interests than the outcome |

mlght prove to be the answer; by 1975-76 a broadly

i adoption of the most recent line has not stilled
prOponcnts of both the coal-nuclear and gas alterna-
uvcs It is likely that Kosygin, Baybakov, Kirillin, and
most Academy of Scie' ces encrgy advisers were
unhappy with the way policy was altered at he
Décember 1977 Plenumi of the Central Committec.

i Whilc they are probably prepared to acknowledge that

under present conditions there is no choice but to
attempt to accelerate hydrocarbon production in West
Siberia, they probably fear that the current campaign
wﬂl undermine the pursmt of crucml longer range
gonls :

Thc chnngc ofdlrccuon at lhc December 1977 Plenum
of the Central Committee and the retreat from the
strategy of the 10ih Five-Year Plan indicate the
extreme difficulty the Sovicts are having in sustaining
a Balanced response to long-term cnergy development
needs and short-term demands for petrolcum. Since
1976 there has been a definite foreshortening of the
encrgy horizon and even greater fixation on mecting

| today's needs, come what may in the future.




il thel mcrcnsmgly critical problcm of transporting Sibe-

ugglc to maintain oil output in the kéy Wcst {

S
_-!

ﬁe ds. Thc prospects for success are hlghly tcnuous.

. i il Sovxct oil;is ucing: dnven bcyond ns planned

jltvl

gins to decline in several years. The small fields -
'ually léss productive than Samotlor. and require :
pxlclgrcsswely rising mvestment They, are not bemg

be discovered cither in the Middle Ob region or
bencath the gasfields in northem Tyumen. Yet thére
has been a critical lag in geologncal exploration of the
rchon and Soviet polxcymakcrs consequently lack a
sbund basis for even gucssmg whcthcr oil is to be found
in thcse locations. The prrscnoc or absence of such oil |

: has been hotly debated. Probably a majority of Soviet|
cxpcrls disagree with those gcologlm now ascendent
who guarantec they can ﬁnd r;il in lhcsc piacm if given
lhc resources. ’!LE S

Ovér thc past dccadc the Sovxct Icadcrshlp has been
unablc to force a tcchnologlcal breakthrough in even
! onq type of new system that could provide an answer to

rmn encergy to the European USSR. G:vcn the long

i Icadumcu involved, this fnilurc scriously jeapardizes

| any possibility—however sllghl it may now. bc—-of
large-scale substitution of gas or coal for oil in the'
1980s. Whether Soviet R&D orgammnons will be
ablk to devise means of chilled! or Liqueficd gas |
trahsmrtntion in time to hnvc hn cffccl in the 1980s is
hlghly problematic, Dclnys m solvmg the cxtra -high-
Vollagc transmission problcm. in dcvclopmg cllhcr
slurry or capsule pipelines, in! lmplcmcnllng any ore of
sev&rul proposed coal- proccssmz tcuhmqucs and in
producmg powcr-generating equipment adapted ta
Kans«-Achinsk coal now'puslia pomble “coal alternn-
tivd" w'.ll offmlo the l990q ‘]

i
i
i
|
|
i
\

t the oment the Soviets ate engagcd ina rclcntlcss

Shi otlor. Mnch at prmnt produces about one-quarter,

cxty and will thus go dOthl" more rapidly when !
! “solution to the energy problem, and delay in developing
‘m‘ in mu.rcasmgly maccwsnble locauons. are substan- N
“ maintain the existing proportion of oil in the encrgy
: ‘balance—despite the day of reckoning that must come -
brdughl on stream as rapidly as rcqulrcd The Tyumen
cdrhpalgn may be prcdlcatcd to some extcnt upon the |’
hopc that one or more new supcrgmnl o:l deposits wnll )

rian reglon by i mcreasmg dnllmg and rccovcry in|;
. S otlor and other older Tyumen deposits, *nd to ' : |!
raise the level of output b& opening upsmaller Tyumcr -
i resources to oil production in Tyumen because they -
_must have the oil; without additional investment being
allocated to thc energy scctor as a wholc. this will tend'

Cogfidential

Wlthout a sngmﬁcnnt increase in thc share of invest-

- ment going to energy production, it is difficult to see

how the Soviets can do much to transform the
parametars of the dilemma that now confronts them.
They must make an increasingly heavy commitment of

10 retard progress toward cither a gas- or coal-based

these alternatives will generate still more pressure-to

unless a new supergiant vil province is quickly discov-

ered. Brezhnev's speech at the November 1978 Plenum

of the Central Committee suggests that cnergy-related
investment may be given a higher priority during the
remaining years of the present five-year plan. Because
the physical resource demands of cnergy production
fall heavily upon the metallurgical, machinc-building,
construction, and transportation sectots, pressures
may mount to make compensatory cuthacks not orly in
the traditional buffer scctors of agriculture, housing,
and light industry, but in mlhlary prcduction as

well. ‘

The question of loreign dependency has probably
become more acute with the introduction of the new
party line. The strategy propounded by Kosygin and
Baybakov in 1976, with its stress on nuclear power,
coal, and hydroelectricity, was presented, in almost so
many words, as the Sovict “Project Independence.” -~ -
The retrent from this strategy in December 1977 may

“have compromised the longrun objective of avoiding

external structural vulnerability in energy matters. By

- playing down the policy commitment to coal and
nuclear power, perhaps to avoid cuts in military or

agricultural spending, Brezhnev has implicitly
heightened the already urgent Sovict need for-a .broad

- range of onshore and offshore oil and gas technology.

More important, any slackcning in the zxpansion of

. coal production and nuclcar generating capacity that
- might arise as a byproduct of (he current strategy
. threatens to leave the Soviet Union in the latter 1980s

and in the 1990s with an extremely tight encrgy

situation, if not a serious encrgy deficit. It is apparently
. this forbidding prospect of a deficit, not the question of
. dependence on Western technology acquisition, that

. has most disturbed Kosygin, |

Confidegtial

i




ag strategy. Provided gas rcscrvcs'
J'ng as llargc as officially. cla:m'

; o&p’ec’u ccoursm of acucn would \ jonofa
litbur lcvcl commlttce responsn monitoring

o try tot rc\ lvcvthc
are even close to
a quanlum leap in" |

/ ri'ipud increase in fuel produleon ouldbe, |

ght about.: ‘This approach,’ how v}cr. wollld place ;
a‘n cutd &tram on the steel.and gnﬁ and ol machine-

ngmdustnes Forelcn suppl crcdus. iarg
ter npcs; and comp::ssors mlght wcll pmve to be |

Central
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Foreword -

This paper examines the way in which the Soviets have
dealt with energy production issues, rather than
quantitative aspects of the Soviet energy question.
Given the fusion of political and economic issues and of
policymaking and bureaucratic implementation in the
Soviet system, there can be no tidy demarcation of the
“politics” and “economics” of energy production.
Essentially, “politics” occurs wherever there is an
element of choice with respect to policy or execution.
While such choices are often resolved at the very top,
the complex technical nature of energy issues and the
strong bureaucratic and personal interests involved
create a setting in which outcomes may be significantly
affected by what is happening at middle or even lower
echelons.

The present paper complements recent CIA analyses
of the Soviet energy situation that have focused on the
oil industry. CIA projections of Soviet oil output have
provoked considerable debate. They have been ques-
tioned less on empirical, technically based grounds
than on the grounds that they overlook certain features
of the Soviet natural resource and political-administra-
tive environment. It is argued, directly or indirectly,
that CIA projections:

» Pay insufficient attention to the vast potential energy
resources still untapped in West Siberia, East Siberia,
and offshore.

e Fail to recognize the capacity of the Soviet system to
reach hard decisions in energy policy and then—
through command planning and mass mobilization——
to implement them.

« Discount the ability of Soviet planners to diagnose
their own energy production problem and come up with
a coherent, long-term “rational” energy strategy.

This study looks at Soviet perceptions of the energy
resource problem and concludes that informed
authorities are far more concerned about energy
production than official spokesmen publicly or pri-
vately suggest. The paper addresses the following
questions:

Co
NOFORN

idential

= How serious is the energy problem perceived to be?
¢ Who makes energy production policy?

¢ What are the basic motives and features of
decisionmaking in the energy production field?

e What alternative strategies have been advocated for
meeting the energy problem?

* What choices has the leadership made in recent
years and how effectively are present policies be-
ing implemented?

The evidence on these questions strongly indicates that
the Soviets are not at all sanguine about tapping their
energy potential with sufficient speed to avert serious
shortages; that a unitary, “rational actor” decision-
making model provides a poor basis for understanding
what has happened in recent years in energy produc-
tion policymaking; and that a coherent, long-range
strategy continues to be lacking. There are good
reasons to suppose that the situation is not likely to

improve during the forthcoming Soviet leadershi{)
succession. E0 12958 6.1(c)>10<25Yrs

The study is divided into five main sections. The first
explores the evolution of Soviet perceptions of the
energy problem in recent years. The second examines
the environment in which energy decisionmakers
operate and the impact of this on the process of
decisionmaking. A third section provides a summary
view of controversy over energy production policy
during the past decade. The fourth part analyzes the
impact on policy of the December 1977 Plenum of the
Central Committee and describes what has happened
during 1978. The last section discusses prospects for
the future. Details of debate over energy production
strategy during the 1970-77 period are presented in the
appendix. -

E0 12958
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Politics of the Soviet
Energy Balance:
Decisionmaking and
Production Strategies (U)

I. Soviet Perceptions of the Energy Problem

What the Soviets have really thought about the energy
problem at any given time is not easily determined.!
Nevertheless, there has clearly been a growing diver-
gence between the mass propaganda line that energy
problems cannot occur in a Soviet-style planned
economy and anxiety developing over the situation
among even moderately well-informed elements of the
population. In Academy of Sciences and intelligentsia
circles there has been an awareness of projections in
the West of a rapid global exhaustion of conventional
energy resources. However, only a handful of
individuals have acknowledged—at least implicitly—
that even the Soviet Union, with its socialist system of
centralized planning and enormous natural resource
base, is not immune to the “energy crisis.” 2

! The difficulty arises in part because the circle of officials who have
a comprehensive and accurate appreciation of the overall Soviet
energy picture is probably quite small, and these individuals may
well keep their opinions to themselves. There is some question as to
how much distortion of reality occurs in the statistics furnished to
energy decisionmakers. Access to the information necessary to reach
an informed judgment appears to be restricted within each
production branch, and overview data are probably even more
closely held. Many higher Soviet officials and academics with whom
Westerners have talked are unlikely to have had access to such
data. Moreover, awareness of the extreme political sensitivity of
pessimistic energy production information has probably led to
deliberate distortion both in public propaganda and “confidential”
communications with foreigners. It may be that informed Soviet
authorities hesitate to express serious misgivings about the energy
situation even among themselves. ‘

? The most prominent public exponent of this view is the famous
physicist, Academician Petr Kapitsa, who has used the argument to
lobby for more rapid development of nuclear power. Citing The
Limits of Growth by Dennis Meadows and colleagues, Kapitsa
observes that “the inevitability of a global energy crisis is now fully
recognized, and therefore the energy problem has become for
technology and science problem number one.” (Vestnik AN SSSR
1976, No. 1, pp. 34-35.) A well-known coal-processing specialist,
Zinovii Chukhanov, has also used the Academy’s journal to argue
forcefully, if somewhat indirectly, that a serious energy crisis is
inevitable in the USSR unless coal substitution takes place on a large
scale. (Ibid., 1976, No. 9, pp. 105-109.) -

CoXfidential
NOFORN

A majority of informed Soviet specialists have prob-
ably dismissed the possibility of a full-blown “energy
crisis” on the presumption that vast oil, gas, and coal
reserves will be found in Siberia and offshore. The
energy problem has been seen fundameéntally as a
transportation problem. But within this perspective
there has been a growing comprehension since at least
the early 1970s of the ever-increasing deficit of fuel-
energy resources in the European USSR and the
dependence of the Soviet economy on massive ship-
ments of energy supplies from Siberia to the west. This
awareness has been reinforced by frequent electrical
power shortages, breakdowns in natural gas deliveries,
and petroleum shortages that have claimed the atten-

tion of all the top leaders conﬁﬁ?&es\m&w%ﬂgm

Particularly vexing concerns since the early 1970s have
been the declining reserves-to-production ratio in the

~oil industry, water encroachment, and the failure to

discover new supergiant oil deposits. The most alarmist
noises on this score were voiced by the late Minister of
Oil Valentin Shashin, who from the late 1960s until his
death in 1977 publicly called attention to the urgent
need to discover new oilfields. Shashin’s warnings may
have been discounted in some quarters as a self-serving
attempt to get lower production targets for the
Ministry of Oil. But other people were also making the

same point. - E012958

6.1(c)>10<25Vrs

Mounting Concern in the 1970s

Overall, there have been signs of a steady increase in
top-level concern over the energy problem, although
more optimistic assessments have continued to appear.
At least a year before the Middle East war and oil
embargo of 1973, the evidence indicates that the Soviet
leadership was well aware that it had a major problem
on its hands. In October 1972, in a speech to the State

ConfNential
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Committee for Supply, Kosygin placed unusual em-
phasis on the need to conserve fuel-energy resources,
and at the December 1972 Plenum of the Central
Committee a decision was taken to accelerate the
development of electric power, oil, and gas in 1973
because of the threat of an energy lag and its potential
impact on the entire economy. At about this same time
a so-called Big Commission was organized, under the
chairmanship of Academician Mikhail Styrikovich, to
explore all possible solutions to the energy problem.
Subcommissions were established under it to in-
vestigate possible courses of action—some quite
visionary. ?

A year later, in late 1973, at the very moment the
Soviet press was gloating over the energy discomfiture
of the West, the Politburo was engaged in a highly
critical review of the situation in the oil, gas, and oil-
refining industries, which resulted in a decision to take
further steps to improve energy production.* This
reassessment was reflected in pronouncements at the
December 1973 Plenum of the Central Committee, in
extremely pessimistic statements by production offi-
cials at a gathering in December 1973,° and again in
Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers

3 It was proposed, for example, that natural gas be transported out of
West Siberia in 5-kilometer-long “trains” of dirigibles, or through
floating polyethylene “pipes” anchored to the ground every 30 km.
One of the subcommissions, headed by the chairman of the Yakutsk
branch of the Academy of Sciences, Nikolay Cherskii, worked up a
proposal for the capsule transport of natural gas from Tyumen that
was later encouraged by a Council of Ministers resolution in 1974.
Another subcommission appears to have been set up under Academi-
cian Lev Melent’ev’s supervision and with the Institute of High
Temperature’s participation to evaluate the future role of nuclear
power.

* The Politburo review almost certainly called for an intensified
analysis of the energy problem: an unprecedented general assembly
of the Academy of Sciences devoted to the energy problem was held
in November 1974, and around this time an Institute of Complex
Fuel-Energy Problems was established in the State Planning
Committee (Gosplan).

* According to the Minister of Power and Electrification, Petr
Neporozhniy, the European USSR was experiencing a “power
hunger,” there was insufficient fuel to operate power stations at full
capacity, power could not be shifted efficiently from Siberia to the
western part of the country, and construction of new power stations
was lagging because of a shortfall in capital investments.

E0 12958 6.1(c]>10<25Yrs
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Veniamin Dymshits’ sharp criticism of the Qil Minis-
try at its annual winter meeting in early 1974. Some of
this concern was probably provoked by a desire to
capitalize more fully upon higher world il prices, but
domestic supply shortages appear to have been an
equally important factor. The seriousness with which
the energy problem was being treated at the time,
however, was deliberately masked in the dealings of
Soviet leaders with outsiders.

In 1975-76 there were more discussions of the energy
problem, more signs of concern, and more decisions—
all focusing on the 10th Five-Year Plan (1976-80). At
the 25th Party Congress in March 1976, which -
confirmed a preliminary outline of the 10th Five-Year
Plan, Kosygin indicated his uncertainty concerning the
“reliability” of energy supplies and called for more
rapid development of fuel reserves in order to guaran-
tee against “lack of energy” some time “in the future.”
The 10th Five-Year Plan itself was not finally ap-
proved until October 1976, and this delay has been
attributed by some to a failure to resolve energy issues.
At the October 1976 Plenum of the Central Commit-
tee, which confirmed the plan, Brezhnev declared that
energy demands were outstripping resources and that,
consequently, it was necessary to set supplementary
targets for oil, gas, and coal production and to
“introduce rigid coefficients of [fuel] expenditure.”
Shortly after the Plenum, a joint Central Committee —
Council of Ministers resolution was issued that called
for more rapid preparation of oil, natural gas, and gas
condensate reserves in West Siberia.

Thenceforth, throughout 1977, there were consistent
indications of high-level anxiety over energy supplies.
At the meeting of a Ministry of Oil Collegium in early
1977, Dymshits revealed that nonfulfillment of the
supplementary plan for 1976 had “created certain
difficulties in supplying the economy with fuel” and
called for a crash pipeline program. Within Gosplan,
the Soviets explored the question of increasing some-
what the small quantities of oil already being pur-
chased abroad. Both Gosplan Chairman Nikolay
Baybakov and Kosygin indicated a pressing interest in
moving rapidly into offshore oil exploration and
development. President of the Academy of Sciences
Anatoliy Aleksandrov referred in June to the serious-
ness of the oil situation and the difficulty of resolving
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disputes over the proper strategy to pursue. “At the
present time,” he declared, “our energy production is
in a very complex stage of development.” Over the
longer run, without a shift to coal, he foresaw that the
Soviet economy would “encounter great difficulties.” ¢
And in November, “fundamental shortcomings” in the
fuel energy sector were castigated at a Supreme Soviet
planning-budgetary commission meeting._

To say that individual Soviet leaders are aware that a
serious energy supply problem exists is not to say,
however, that the decisionmaking process in which
they are collectively caught up has been able to
respond effectively to the perception of danger.

II. Soviet Energy Decisionmaking

The Environment of Energy Decisionmaking

Soviet energy officials work in a special environment
and are compelled to respond to the cues this environ-
ment provides, even when the resulting behavior is
irrational from the standpoint of the regime’s professed
objectives, of our own projections of what “they ought
to do,” or of the officials’ own common sense. In this
respect the situation in energy is no different from that
in other areas of the economy, despite the high priority
of energy. The cues are a product of deep-seated
structural features of the Soviet economic and political
system that have proved highly resistant to change.
Among the relevant economic factors are:

 The overwhelming pressure to meet this year’s plan
or satisfy current needs at the expense—if need be—of
longer term interests. Meeting short-term demands is
what determines an official’s reputation, job prospects,
and material well-being.

» The secondary significance of genuine cost-effi-
ciency as a criterion of individual or organizational
success.

¢ Aleksandrov’s comments were printed in Vestnik AN SSSR 1977,
No. 6, pp. 14-15.
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¢ The chronic overcommitment of resources, lack of
balance between planned inputs and projected outputs,
and certainty of shortages.

¢ The unreliable quality of intermediate goods.
* The unreliability of economic statistics.

¢ The risks of major technological innovation. Techno-
logical innovation means new, untested dependencies,
new unreliable supplies, new personnel patterns, and
almost certain delay. Running these risks is not
rewarded.

‘e The pervasive rule-breaking and illegality required

to fulfill economic plans.

¢ The severe shortage of highly valued goods: satisfac-
tory housing, quality food and clothing, automobiles,
and the opportunity for foreign travel.

To these features of the economic environment must be
added a number of political factors that are simply part
of the landscape for Soviet officials:

e The absence of desirable or calculable career options
outside the bureaucratic track. Although some offi-
cials find a safe haven in the Academy of Sciences, for
most there is only one game to play-—the one they are
already in within a given organizational milieu.

¢ Vulnerability to “political” charges. Despite the very
real “erosion of ideology” that has occurred in Soviet
society, officials must anticipate and hedge against the
possibility of being victimized by political “label
sticking.”’

» Vulnerability of all officials to instant removal from
their jobs outside of normal channels through the
party-dominated system of personnel control. There

7 In the energy area some sins to be avoided include jeopardizing
Soviet independence in the international arena through indebtedness
or technological dependence; selling out the natural resource
patrimony of the country; kowtowing to foreign technology and
“underestimating” the quality of domestic efforts; failing to
recognize that the Soviet system of centralized economic planning
protects it from the “energy crisis” of Western capitalism; or
underestimating the imperialist danger and encroaching upon

the resources and investment needs of the defense sector of the
economy.
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has been far less of this intervention since 1964 than
there was under Khrushchev, but it remains a source
of anxiety.

» The omnipresence of informal sponsorship, protec-
tion and patron-client relationships.

In combination, these two sets of factors evoke certain
characteristic behavior patterns that strongly influence

_energy decisionmaking. The positions Soviet de-
cisionmakers take on issues tend to be responses to
immediate role pressures, rather than responses moti-
vated by “statesmanlike” concerns—ideological, patri-
otic, or otherwise, although these concerns do indeed
exist. Because of the constraints imposed on acknowl-
edging short-run “departmental” or personal “career-
ist”” aims, a constant masking or rationalization of
vested interests takes place in policymaking and
execution.

Soviet policymakers address immediate demands and
seek solutions that will work in the near future; they
are compelled to adopt a shortrun point of view. As
Party Secretary Vladimir Dolgikh put it, “I have to
have a piece of black bread today, right away. I can’t
think about what’s going to happen tomorrow.” At the
same time there is a strong tendency, in the Soviet
jargon, to “reensure.” While top Soviet officials will
vigorously push their own departmental interests, in
general they seek to avoid controversial policy stands
that could lead to their isolation from other officials.
By and large this sensitivity to which way the wind is
blowing has been a crucial element in the career
success of these officials. The broader the responsibil-
ities of a leader, the more cautious and consensus-
oriented his behavior is likely to be. A premium is
placed upon forging favorable or at least benign
relations with other institutional power centers, some-
times through means that verge upon corruption.?
Simultaneously, production officials attempt to reduce
the dependence of their own units on other organiza-
tions by pursuing autarkic measures in such fields as

* A good example, which also illustrates the way informal influence
can distort the structure of operational command, is found in the
relation between Gosplan energy departments and the ministries.
The ministries, which have a larger quota of foreign exchange
allocated for trips abroad than their putative planning superior, offer
placement on delegations abroad to promote more accommodating
relations with those Gosplan officials whose decisions on plan targets
and supplies are critical for the ministries’ own success.
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construction and transportation. On the personal level
there is a deliberate and intense cultivation of connec-
tions with subordinates, peers, and superiors, both for
self-promotion and as a guarantee against adversity.

The Structure of Power in Energy Decisionmaking

In analyzing Soviet energy decisionmaking it is useful
to distinguish among three types of power: formal
authority, operational command, and influence. Each
of these is based on certain resources, and each is
significant in its own way. The institutional reflection
of this pattern of power is shown in the accompanying
foldout chart. Formal authority attaches, above all, to
the party Politburo—the highest policymaking body in
the Soviet system of rule. Operational command is
associated with the Central Committee Secretariat
and departments, the Presidium of the Council of
Ministers, Gosplan, and to some extent the various
ministries involved in energy production.